Who Is Conducting “Better” Employment Interviews? Antecedents of Structured Interview Components Use by Roulin, Nicolas et al.
Personnel Assessment and 
Decisions 
Volume 5 Issue 1 Article 2 
2019 
Who Is Conducting “Better” Employment Interviews? Antecedents 
of Structured Interview Components Use 
Nicolas Roulin 
Saint Mary's University, nicolas.roulin@smu.ca 
Joshua S. Bourdage 
University of Calgary, jbordage@ucalgary.ca 
Timothy G. Wingate 
University of Calgary, timothy.wingate@ucalgary.ca 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.bgsu.edu/pad 
 Part of the Human Resources Management Commons, Industrial and Organizational Psychology 
Commons, and the Other Psychology Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Roulin, Nicolas; Bourdage, Joshua S.; and Wingate, Timothy G. (2019) "Who Is Conducting “Better” 
Employment Interviews? Antecedents of Structured Interview Components Use," Personnel Assessment 
and Decisions: Vol. 5 : Iss. 1 , Article 2. 
DOI: 10.25035/pad.2019.01.002 
Available at: https://scholarworks.bgsu.edu/pad/vol5/iss1/2 
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by 
the Journals at ScholarWorks@BGSU. It has been 
accepted for inclusion in Personnel Assessment and 
Decisions by an authorized editor of 
ScholarWorks@BGSU. 
Personnel Assessment And decisions
37
2019 • Issue 1 • 37-48 http://scholarworks.bgsu.edu/pad/
ReseaRch aRticles
Who Is ConduCtIng “Better” employment 
IntervIeWs? AnteCedents of struCtured 
IntervIeW Components use
Nicolas Roulin1, Joshua S. Bourdage2, and Timothy G. Wingate2
1. Saint Mary's University
2. University of Calgary
The concept of interview structure and how it can 
improve the psychometric properties of employment in-
terviews has been discussed in selection research for over 
30 years (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997; Campion, 
Pursell, & Brown, 1988; Levashina, Hartwell, Morgeson, 
& Campion, 2014). Structuring an interview can involve 
several components, including asking questions in a consis-
tent way, asking “better” or more sophisticated questions, 
taking descriptive notes, limiting probing or rapport build-
ing, and standardizing the evaluation (Chapman & Zweig, 
2005; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Levashina et al., 2014). 
However, the structured interview is often described as a 
prime example of the academic–practitioner gap, because 
despite its advantages, many interviewers still prefer to rely 
on less-structured approaches (Lievens & De Paepe, 2004; 
Ryan, McFarland, Baron, & Page, 1999).  
There are a number of reasons why interviewers may 
refrain from using structured interviews, including in-
terviewers’ needs to establish an informal contact with 
interviewees or have discretion over interview questions 
(Lievens & De Paepe, 2004), subjective norms about struc-
tured versus unstructured interviews (van der Zee, Bakker, 
& Bakker, 2002), organizational norms (Chen, Tsai, & Hu, 
2008), perceived lack of diffusion in the field (König, Kle-
he, Berchtold, & Kleinmann, 2010), or the lack of coverage 
in the practitioner-oriented literature (Roulin & Bangerter, 
2012). Yet, a large majority of this research is limited in 
that it has examined structured interviews at a general level, 
only focused on a few specific components (e.g., question 
types), or investigated a limited number of antecedents. 
The present study contributes to the personnel selection 
and employment interview literatures in two critical ways. 
First, we empirically examine professional interviewers’ 
use of seven central components of structured interviews: 
rapport building, question sophistication, question consis-
tency, probing, note taking, use of a panel of interviewers, 
and standardized evaluation. By doing so, we expand on 
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The employment interview remains a unique paradox. One the one hand, decades of 
research demonstrates that using more structured components (e.g., question consistency, 
evaluation standardization) can largely improve the psychometric properties of interviews. 
On the other hand, although interviews are almost universally used, many interviewers still 
resist using structured formats. We examined the use of seven structure components by 131 
professional interviewers and their association with three types of antecedents: interviewers’ 
background (e.g., experience, training), the focus of the interview (selection vs. recruitment), 
and interviewers’ personality (based on the HEXACO model). Interviewers’ background 
(i.e., training) and the focus of the interview were largely associated with the use of 
question sophistication, question consistency, note taking, and evaluation standardization. 
Personality (i.e., extraversion) was mostly associated with rapport building and probing. Our 
findings highlight the importance of providing formal training to interviewers but suggest 
that attempting to eliminate less-structured components could encounter resistance from 
some interviewers.
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the findings of Chapman and Zweig (2005) and respond 
to the recent call for further research examining structure 
components separately (Levashina et al., 2014). Second, we 
examine three types of antecedents of structured interview 
components use: interviewers’ personal and professional 
background (e.g., experience, training), interview focus 
(selection vs. recruitment), and personality traits (e.g., 
agreeableness, extraversion). As such, we go beyond pre-
vious findings, which have relied on intentions to structure 
rather than actual usage or focused on the use of structured 
interviews in general rather than the roles of specific com-
ponents (e.g., Lievens & De Paepe, 2004; Tsai, Chen, Chen, 
& Tseng, 2016; van der Zee et al., 2002). In short, the pres-
ent study investigates a number of important antecedents of 
interview structure use, using real interviews and a broad 
array of interview structure components.
Structured Interview Dimensions 
There is ample evidence that interviews are more re-
liable, valid, and fair when interviewers prepare questions 
ahead of time and base them on a job analysis, ask more 
sophisticated questions (e.g., past oriented or situational), 
ask the same questions to all applicants, in the same order, 
and without prompts, use a panel of interviewers, and rate 
each response using anchored rating scales (e.g., Campi-
on, Campion, & Hudson, 1994; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; 
McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, & Campion, 2010). Campion et 
al. (1997) described the structured interview as composing 
up to 15 dimensions with different levels of structure for 
each dimension. Yet, many studies have either conceptual-
ized structure as unidimensional (or on a continuum with 
the option of using a semistructured format; e.g., Dipboye, 
Gaugler, Hayes, & Parker, 2001; Kohn & Dipboye, 1998; 
Motowidlo et al., 1992) or have focused on one specific 
component (such as question type; e.g., Latham & Sue-
Chan, 1999). 
More recent work has described structured interview 
components as loading onto four factors: rapport building, 
question sophistication, question consistency, and evalu-
ation standardization (Chapman & Zweig, 2005). Inter-
correlations between factors were also fairly low (ranging 
from -.24 to .51), thus confirming that interview structure 
is best understood as both multidimensional and continu-
ous. Yet, despite the considerable value of Chapman and 
Zweig’s measure, there are some limitations to this measure 
and framework, including some psychometric properties 
that do not consistently meet agreed-upon thresholds, with 
low factor loadings for some items and low reliabilities for 
some factors (e.g., question sophistication). In addition, 
although originally they included items for some important 
additional structure elements such as probing, note taking, 
or the use of panels, these did not load onto the primary di-
mensions and hence did not receive further investigation or 
integration into their framework. Thus, the dimensionality 
of structured interviewing behaviors seems more complex 
than popular aggregate models suggest, and investigating 
specific components may lead to distinct relationships and 
implications.
Factors Influencing the Use of Structured Interviews 
and Structure Components
The structured interview remains a vexing paradox for 
personnel selection researchers. It demonstrates excellent 
psychometric properties—for instance, much higher criteri-
on-related validity as compared to unstructured interviews 
(Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994). Yet, it is underused in practice, 
making it a prime example of the academic–practitioner gap 
(e.g., Roulin & Bangerter, 2012; Ryan et al., 1999). As an 
example, Lievens and De Paepe (2004) found only 20% of 
interviewers were using high levels of question consisten-
cy and 4% using high levels of evaluation standardization. 
Several researchers have attempted to understand the reason 
for this lack of diffusion. For instance, interviewers tend 
to have more positive attitudes toward unstructured than 
structured interviews (van der Zee et al., 2002) and under-
estimate the usefulness, legality, or diffusion of structured 
interviews (König et al., 2010; Rynes, Bartunek, & Daft, 
2001; Terpstra & Rozell, 1997). Such perceptions can be 
partly due to the limited diffusion of the benefits of struc-
ture in popular media (e.g., practitioner-oriented books; 
Roulin & Bangerter, 2012). Limited use is also associated 
with characteristics of the interviewer or their organization 
(Chen et al., 2008; Lievens & De Paepe, 2004; van der Zee 
et al., 2002). Although we have some general knowledge of 
why interviewers choose to adopt or avoid structured inter-
viewing behaviors, there is a scarcity of research examining 
specific antecedents of structure components (see Chapman 
& Zweig, 2005 for a rare exception). We argue that there 
are likely differential antecedents to different structure com-
ponents. However, given the limited theoretical background 
and empirical research available, we take an exploratory 
approach and examine three categories of potential an-
tecedents: (a) personal and professional background, (b) 
interview focus, and (c) personality. Our goal is to provide 
initial evidence to further our understanding of differential 
antecedents of structure use, help close the academic–prac-
titioner gap, and motivate more research in this area.
Personal and Professional Background
Graves (1993) proposed that interviewers’ individu-
al characteristics, such as experience, influence the way 
they process information and ultimately their preferences 
for conducting interviews. However, empirical evidence 
is somewhat mixed regarding the association between in-
terviewing experience and use of (or reactions towards) 
structure, with studies reporting no (Lievens & De Paepe, 
Personnel Assessment And decisions
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2004) or negative (Chen et al., 2008) relationships. More 
experienced interviewers value discretion and control over 
the way the interview is conducted (Lievens & De Paepe, 
2004; van der Zee et al., 2002), which should make them 
more likely to engage in rapport building and probing but 
less likely to ask questions in a consistent manner and to 
standardize their evaluation. 
Training may also play a key role in how the interview 
is conducted. For instance, training can help educate inter-
viewers about specific structure components (e.g., question-
ing techniques; Anderson, 1992) and might increase adop-
tion of structured techniques (e.g., Levashina et al., 2014). 
Consistent with this, trained interviewers report slightly 
more positive reactions to structured interviews (Chen et 
al., 2008) and are more likely to use more structured in-
terviews (Lievens & De Paepe, 2004). But the effect of 
training may be constrained to certain components. Indeed, 
Chapman and Zweig (2005) found training to be positively 
associated with the use of question sophistication and eval-
uation standardization but not rapport building or question 
consistency. Similarly, trained interviewers may better un-
derstand the value of taking notes to keep records and more 
objectively compare applicants.
Institutional factors, such as organization size, may 
also play a role in the adoption of valid selection methods 
(Klehe, 2004). For instance, larger organizations have more 
resources and can more easily afford to use multiple inter-
viewers (i.e., panels). Because they have stricter reporting 
standards and are subject to more scrutiny, larger organi-
zations might require interviewers to keep records of their 
interviews and thus encourage note taking. In summary, we 
propose to explore the following research question about 
interviewers’ background and use of structure components:
Research Question 1. What are the relationships be-
tween interviewing experience, interview training, and 
organization size and the use of specific structure com-
ponents?
Interview Focus
When conducting interviews, interviewers can have 
multiple objectives (Dipboye, 1994; Dipboye, Macan, & 
Shahani-Denning, 2012). Two central goals involve re-
cruitment (i.e., making the job or organization attractive to 
applicants) and selection (i.e., assessing applicants’ qual-
ifications to identify the best ones). Chapman and Zweig 
(2005) found that interviewers more focused on selection 
(vs. recruitment) relied on more standardized evaluation 
and in some cases question consistency, but focus was un-
related to the other components. However, other structured 
components could also be relevant. For instance, asking 
more sophisticated questions in a consistent way helps 
increase predictive validity, which is central to effective se-
lection (Campion et al., 1994; Latham & Sue-Chan, 1999) 
but might also trigger more negative applicant reactions, 
which is central to successful recruitment (Dipboye, 1994; 
Kohn & Dipboye, 1998). In contrast, rapport building could 
help with recruitment goals. As such, we explore the rela-
tionships between the focus of the interview and structure 
components use with our second research question:
Research Question 2. Do interviewers who are more 
selection focused use structure components differently 
than those who are more recruitment focused?
Personality 
In addition to demographics or experience, Graves 
(1993) argued that interviewers’ personality influence the 
way they conduct interviews. For instance, their level of 
extraversion should influence their communication style 
and thus the amount and type of information they elicit 
from applicants. Tsai et al. (2016) recently empirically ex-
amined the role of interviewer personality and showed that 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and (to a lesser extent) 
extraversion were positively associated with intentions to 
use structured interviews. However, their study was limited 
to intentions and not actual behaviors (which might only be 
weakly related, van der Zee et al., 2002), and they looked at 
overall structure (summing across structure components). 
We argue that personality could be particularly relevant 
for specific structure components. For instance, extraverts 
are more talkative and sociable (Lee & Ashton, 2004), and 
could thus be more likely to engage in rapport building 
to start the interview with an informal conversation with 
applicants. They could also be likely to use more probing, 
because it allows them to speak more and have a two-way 
conversation with applicants. However, extraversion is 
arguably less relevant for other components (e.g., question 
consistency). In addition, individuals low in agreeableness 
tend to be more impatient, more critical, and less trusting 
(Lee & Ashton, 2004). Low-agreeableness interviewers 
might thus be more likely to use probing, to quickly obtain 
more information from applicants or voice their reserva-
tions about applicants’ initial responses. Conscientious 
individuals are more organized, self-disciplined, and detail 
oriented (Lee & Ashton, 2004). This could make them par-
ticularly prone to take notes during the interview so that 
they can keep track of the information gathered from the 
applicant. Conscientious interviewers could also value a 
more objective, consistent, and standardized approach to 
ask questions and rate applicants’ responses. We thus exam-
ine the relationships between interviewer personality and 
interview structure component use:
Research Question 3. What are the relationships be-
tween personality traits (e.g., extraversion, agreeable-
ness, conscientiousness) and the use of structure com-
ponents?
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METHOD
Sample and Procedure
Our sample comprised 131 experienced interviewers 
who conducted a total of 817 campus interviews to hire 
senior business students from a Canadian university. Inter-
viewers were from local organizations active in a variety of 
industries (e.g., retail, banking, insurance, agriculture, gov-
ernment). A majority (61%) of interviewers were female, 
mean age was 35.08 (SD = 8.67), they had an average 7.53 
(SD = 10.02) years of interviewing experience, and 67% 
were in a managerial role. Fifty-five percent of interviewers 
received formal interview training (19.22 hours on average, 
SD = 22.08). All interviews were high stakes, with multiple 
applicants competing for paid internship positions (4-month 
job placements as part of a cooperative education program). 
Interviewers spent half a day to a full day on campus con-
ducting interviews (with up to 10 candidates for one or two 
positions). We used this opportunity to provide them with a 
questionnaire package including all measures (they also rat-
ed the performance of each candidate they interviewed, but 
these data are not used in the present study). They received 
the package from the university career center upon arrival, 
were advised to complete it before their first interview (but 
in practice could complete it anytime during that day), and 
had to bring back their completed package at the end of the 
day. They were compensated with a $15 gift card. In cas-
es when multiple interviewers were involved (59% of the 
time), only one of the interviewers completed the measures. 
Measures
Structured interview components. We used a revised 
version of the scale by Chapman and Zweig (2005) with a 
5-item measure of rapport building (α = .73, e.g., “I begin 
the interview with light conversation”), a 4-item measure of 
question sophistication (α = .59, e.g., “I ask questions about 
how the candidate would go about performing a task”), a 
5-item measure of question consistency (α = .83, e.g., “My 
questions are consistent across candidates”), and a 5-item 
measure of evaluation standardization (α = .88, e.g., “I use 
a formal rating system that I apply to each candidate”). We 
created a 2-item measure of probing (α = .57, e.g., “If a 
candidate doesn’t answer a question fully, I will ask them 
for more information”) and a 1-item measure of note tak-
ing (“I take detailed notes during the interview to help me 
make my evaluation”) derived from Campion et al. (1997). 
All items are included in Appendix A, and all responses 
were provided on a 1–5 Likert scale (1 = never; 5 = al-
ways). In addition, the use of panel interview was measured 
with one item: “Today, interviews are conducted by…” 
one interviewer (coded 0) versus two or more interviewers 
(coded 1). Overall, our study includes seven structure com-
ponents (versus 4 in Chapman & Zweig, 2005) and a longer 
and more reliable measure of rapport building. Reliabilities 
for the other measures were similar to Chapman and Zweig 
(2005), including the lower reliability for question sophisti-
cation. In addition, to facilitate comparisons with previous 
research, we also computed an overall interview structure 
score as the mean across the seven components (after re-
versing the scores for rapport building and probing, and 
multiplying the panel 1/0 score by 5).1
Interviewer background. Interviewers reported their 
age, gender, job tenure, organization size (on a scale from 1 
= 1–50 employees to 8 = over 10,000 employees); whether 
they received formal training in how to conduct interviews 
(yes/no); and interviewing experience (years/months and 
the number of interviews conducted).
Interview focus. Similarly to Chapman and Zweig 
(2005), we used one item: “Typically when I conduct an 
interview for my organization, I would say the focus is…” 
with 1 = recruiting/attraction and 5 = screening/selection.
Interviewer personality. We used the 24-item Brief 
HEXACO Inventory (De Vries, 2013), with 4-item mea-
sures for honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness. Reliabil-
ities were low but similar to those reported in the original 
scale validation study, and we expected this given that this 
short measure aims at ensuring a broad coverage of the var-
ious facets for each trait (De Vries, 2013).2
1    We revised the Chapman and Zweig (2005) scale to a modest extent 
for several reasons. First, in their original paper, the three-item rapport-
building scale had an alpha of .50. As such, we created two additional 
rapport-building items, which did result in an increased reliability. In 
addition, for the question consistency measure, expert review indicated two 
of the items were not clearly related to question consistency and so were 
removed (e.g., “questions are linked to a job description”). These same 
two items had very low factor loadings in the original paper by Chapman 
and Zweig. Finally, for evaluation standardization, one item (“I make my 
decisions based on gut feelings about the candidate) notably dropped the 
reliability of the scale in previous studies we had conducted, and had the 
lowest factor loading in Chapman and Zweig’s study, so was dropped here. 
2    Internal consistency reliabilities ranged from .23 to .62. However, the 
scales mix diverse items to maximize content coverage. For these types of 
measures, low internal consistency should thus not be taken as an indicator 
of the measures being error laden. Several authors (e.g., De Vries, 2013; 
McCrae, Kurtz, Yamagata, & Terracciano, 2011) argue that temporal 
stability is the appropriate reliability measure for short measures of 
already-established personality traits. The HEXACO-24 has demonstrated 
strong temporal stability reliability (with two months stability ranging 
from .71 for Extraversion to .79 for Conscientiousness), high self–other 
agreement (ranging from .39 for Agreeableness to .58 for Emotionality), 
and convergent validity (correlations with the full HEXACO-PI-R ranging 
from .59 to .83) indicating the scale is indeed reliable and valid (De Vries, 
2013).
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RESULTS
Descriptive statistics and correlations among all vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. Because question type has 
been largely examined in the literature, we also report cor-
relations specifically for the use of situational and past-be-
havioral questions.3 Interviewers reported higher levels 
of use of some structure components (e.g., M = 3.99 for 
question consistency, M = 3.85 for note taking), but evalu-
ation standardization was less widely adopted (M = 2.66). 
Interviewers also relied extensively on less-structured 
techniques like rapport building (M = 3.89) or probing (M 
= 4.03). Moreover, we observed small to moderate correla-
tions among the structure components (r ranging from -.23 
to .64), suggesting that interviewers tend to use some com-
ponents but not others. 
We examine our research questions with zero-order 
correlation coefficients (Table 1). Looking at interviewers’ 
personal and professional background, we found that inter-
viewing experience was positively related to probing (r = 
.18) and note taking (r = .27) when looking at the number 
of interviews conducted but not when looking at years of 
experience. In contrast, years of experience were more 
strongly – but negatively – associated with question sophis-
tication (r = -.30). When looking specifically at question 
type, we found that years of experience were negatively as-
sociated with the use of both situational questions (r = -.25), 
and behavioral questions (r = -.27), whereas the numbers of 
interviews conducted was only negatively related to using 
situational questions (r = -.24). However, experience was 
not associated with rapport building, question consistency, 
the use of panels, or evaluation standardization. Training 
was positively related to question consistency (r = .33), 
note taking (r = .28), and evaluation standardization (r = 
.39) but not with other components. Organization size was 
only positively associated with probing (r = .26) and using 
panels (r = .20).
Interviewers who focused more on selection (vs. re-
cruitment) used more question sophistication (r = .26), 
question consistency (r = .19), note taking (r  = .20), and 
evaluation standardization (r = .27). They also used slightly 
less rapport building, although the correlation was not sig-
nificant.
Regarding interviewers’ personality, extraversion was 
positively associated with rapport building (r = .31) and 
probing (r = .24). Conscientiousness was positively cor-
related with evaluation standardization (r = .22) but was un-
related to note taking or question consistency. Emotionality 
was negatively related to rapport-building (r = -.20), where-
as openness was positively associated with rapport building 
(r = .26) and note taking (r = .27). Honesty-humility and 
agreeableness were unrelated to any structure component.4  
To get a better understanding of the importance of each 
antecedent, we also report the results of regression analyses 
conducted with our key antecedents (i.e., interviewer back-
ground, interview focus, and personality) predicting each 
of the seven structure components in Table 2. Overall, the 
key significant relationships observed in the correlations 
were largely replicated in the regressions, with two main 
exceptions (nonsignificant effects for extraversion-probing 
and conscientiousness-evaluation standardization). Taken 
together, our antecedents explained between 9% (panel) 
and 28% (evaluation standardization) of structure compo-
nent use. Table 2 also includes the rescaled relative weights 
(i.e., the relative percentage of total variance in component 
use explained by each antecedent; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 
2015). This highlights the importance of each type of an-
tecedent for the various structure component use. Interview-
ers’ background appears to play a major role in asking con-
sistent questions (62.8% of the explained variance), probing 
(50.7%), using panels (68.4%), or standardizing evaluation 
(59%). The focus of the interview matters most for question 
sophistication (45.1%). Interviewers’ personality seems to 
be the main driver for engaging in rapport building (82.3%). 
When examining the overall structure score, only three 
of our antecedents were significantly correlated with struc-
ture use: interview training (r = .21), having a focus on 
selection (r = .24), and emotionality (r = .20). Together, our 
antecedents explained 15% of variance in overall interview 
structure use in the regression analysis. Also, the rescaled 
relative weights confirmed that a focus on selection (30.5%) 
and training (22.6%) were the main contributors of the 
overall use of structure.
DISCUSSION
Theoretical and Practical Contributions
Our results give insight into how and when different 
components of interview structure are used, utilizing a mul-
tifaceted and continuous approach to structure, and a sam-
ple of professional interviewers reporting their use of these 
components. First, our findings highlight that the academic–
practitioner gap surrounding structured interviews is likely 
confined to specific components. Interviewers reported 
asking quite sophisticated questions, asking questions con-
sistently, and taking notes, and a majority of interviews are 
conducted by multiple interviewers. Yet, many interviewers 
were hesitant to use a more standardized evaluation and 
seemed attached to rapport building and probing, consistent 
with past studies (e.g., Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Lievens 
& De Paepe, 2004). 
Our study also provides a more comprehensive under-
3     These are items from the question sophistication scale.
4    Following the recommendation of a reviewer, we also report the 
detailed correlations between facet-level personality and the use of the 
seven structure components in Appendix B. Results generally replicated 
those at the trait level.
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M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Rapport building 3.89 0.67
2 Question sophistication 3.59 0.63 -.04
3 Situational questions 3.87 1.01 .06 .79**
4 Behavioral questions 4.21 0.89 -.12 .67** .44**
5 Question consistency 3.99 0.80 -.23** .17 .15 .34**
6 Probing 4.03 0.65 .28** .22* .13 .20* -.13
7 Note taking 3.85 1.18 -.13 .30** .16 .35** .64** .11
8 Panel interview 0.59 0.49 -.12 .14 .05 .21* .00 .12 .06
9 Evaluation standardization 2.66 1.07 -.10 .16 .10 .23** .44** -.13 .34** -.11
10 Overall structure 3.02 0.56 -.42** .38** .24** .47** .61** -.13 .62** .54** .47**
11 Selection- vs. recruitment-focus 3.52 1.20 -.15 .26** .21* .28** .19* -.05 .20* -.03 .27** .24**
12 Gender (male) 0.42 0.63 .12 -.11 -.12 -.21* -.12 -.10 -.10 -.09 -.08 -.16 -.17
13 Age 35.08 8.66 -.02 -.09 -.08 -.08 .10 -.10 .07 -.10 .13 .02 .04 .11
14 Job tenure 3.66 4.29 .02 -.27** -.13 -.22* .01 -.05 -.10 -.12 -.08 -.16 -.15 .17
15 Organization size 4.71 2.40 -.15 .10 .04 .18* -.16 .26** -.13 .20* -.07 .04 .04 -.04
16 Formal interview training 0.55 0.50 .02 .13 -.01 .14 .33** .10 .28** -.08 .39** .21* .01 .08
17 Interviewing experience (years) 7.53 10.02 .12 -.30** -.25** -.27** -.03 -.10 -.06 -.12 -.06 -.17 -.15 .56**
18 Number of interviews conducted 172.60 284.83 -.02 -.10 -.24** .11 .16 .18* .27** .07 -.04 .11 .01 -.16
19 Interviewer honesty-humility 4.08 0.52 .07 .08 .02 .09 .01 .10 .04 -.03 .01 -.02 -.10 -.27**
20 Interviewer emotionality 2.69 0.59 -.20* -.07 -.12 .00 .11 -.15 .15 .11 .05 .20* -.02 -.22*
21 Interviewer extraversion 4.18 0.50 .31** -.07 -.06 -.06 -.08 .24** .06 -.10 -.02 -.17 .02 .00
22 Interviewer agreeableness 3.19 0.46 .09 .03 -.02 .01 .10 -.05 .02 .01 .07 .05 -.10 .03
23 Interviewer conscientiousness 3.77 0.47 .17 .09 .04 .17 -.01 .13 -.06 .08 .22* .05 .07 -.01
24 Interviewer openness 3.45 0.56 .26** .09 .07 .01 .07 .12 .27** -.01 .16 .09 .01 .05
Table 1. 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Study Variables 
standing of antecedents to interview structure, expanding on 
past research that has been limited to examining the struc-
tured interview in general (van der Zee et al., 2002), inten-
tions or reactions only (Chen et al., 2008; Tsai et al., 2016), 
or a limited number of antecedents and structure compo-
nents (Chapman & Zweig, 2005). Our findings suggest that 
interviewers’ background, personality, and interview focus 
explained between 9 and 28% of component usage (and 
15% of overall structure use). Our findings also suggest that 
interviewers’ background and the focus of the interview 
play a role for positive components (or best practices) of 
structured interviews (e.g., Campion et al., 1997; Levashina 
et al., 2014). For instance, interview training played a more 
major role for the use of question consistency, note taking, 
and evaluation standardization (and overall structure use). 
This illustrates the importance of properly training inter-
viewers about evidence-based best practices. It may also 
highlight that interview training initiatives could be shifted 
to focus on emphasizing some of these other components. 
For instance, organizations might be encouraged to focus 
their training on less-popular components, such as evalua-
tion standardization, and emphasize the practical advantage 
of such techniques (e.g., increasing reliability and reducing 
biases). Our findings show that training can be relevant also 
for experienced interviewers, given that years of experience 
was negatively associated with the use of sophisticated 
questions. Interestingly, years of experience and number 
of interviews conducted were differently related to the use 
of structure components. This highlights the importance of 
distinguishing various forms of experience (i.e., conducting 
a few interviews a year for many years vs. regular inter-
viewing duties).
An interview focused on selecting the best applicant 
(vs. recruiting) was particularly important for determining 
how an interview is conducted, with selection goals being 
associated with more sophisticated questions (but also more 
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13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
14 Job tenure .45**
15 Organization size -.30** -.19*
16 Formal Interview training .14 .02 .10
17 Interviewing experience (years) .38** .38** -.26** .31**
18 Number of interviews conducted .02 .06 .00 .26** .05
19 Interviewer honesty-humility .08 -.02 -.06 .03 -.20* .03
20 Interviewer emotionality -.04 -.14 .02 .02 -.02 .03 .11
21 Interviewer extraversion .07 .04 -.05 .03 .06 .10 .06 -.33**
22 Interviewer agreeableness .00 .06 .12 .08 .08 -.03 .24** -.03 .08
23 Interviewer conscientiousness -.21* -.04 .09 .14 -.10 -.13 .24** -.03 .08 .17
24 Interviewer openness .21* .04 -.22* .07 .01 .05 .07 -.07 .29** .12 .03
Note. N = 131 professional interviewers. * p < .05, ** p < .01.
Table 1 (continued).
consistent questions, a more standardized rating process, 
and structure overall). Together with the research suggest-
ing that less structured components can help ensure more 
positive applicant reactions when recruitment is a priority 
for the organization (Conway & Peneno, 1999), these find-
ings highlight that interview goals are important consider-
ations for deciding how to conduct an interview.  
In terms of personality, limited work has examined in-
terviewer personality in relation to structure use. As an ex-
ception, Tsai et al. (2016) found that some personality traits 
were associated with positive intentions to use structured 
interviews in general in an Asian sample. Our findings, 
in a Western sample, suggest that interviewer personality 
was mostly associated with components often discouraged 
by structured interview proponents (e.g., Campion et al., 
1997). For instance, more extraverted interviewers reported 
using more rapport building and probing, possibly to ap-
pease their need to talk and appear sociable (Lee & Ashton, 
2004). This suggests that it might be difficult to completely 
eliminate less-structured components without encountering 
resistance from some interviewers. We note that rapport 
building and probing are treated as indicative of lower 
structure here, which is consistent with the majority of the 
formative literature. For instance, past research highlighted 
concerns that rapport building can contain non-job-related 
information and create biased early impressions (Dipboye, 
1994; Levashina et al., 2014) and should thus be limited 
(Campion et al., 1994; Campion et al., 1997; Campion et 
al., 1988; Levashina et al., 2014). However, we recognize 
that rapport building may play a central role for accom-
plishing important goals in an interview, such as helping 
recruitment outcomes. It may also be less problematic if 
limited or separated from the main portion of the interview 
or structured to limit non-job-related information. As such, 
organizations might be advised to allow for rapport build-
ing or probing but to provide guidance to their interviewers. 
For instance, instead of preventing interviewers from prob-
ing, organizations could instruct them to ask a small num-
ber of pre-established follow-up questions to obtain more 
precise information (e.g., about the situation the applicant 
faced or their behaviors). However, more research is needed 
on ways to improve and incorporate rapport building in a 
responsible way where desired. 
Overall, relationships between structure components 
and other personality traits were quite small. For instance, 
we found a small correlation between conscientiousness 
and evaluation standardization but no relationship with note 
taking or question consistency. Personality seems to play a 
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Rapport 
Building
Question 
Sophistication
Question 
Consistency
Probing Note Taking Panel 
Interview
Evaluation 
Standardization
Overall 
Structure
betas RW betas RW betas RW betas RW betas RW betas RW betas RW betas RW
Experience -.01 0.4 -.14 16.3 .07 6.4 .18* 14.6 18* 17.6 .12 9.7 -.14 4.2 .06 4.7
Training -.03 0.4 .13 13.0 .33** 41.8 -.04 0.5 .22* 20.9 -.12 6.7 .39** 51.0 .20* 30.5
Organization size -.10 7.4 .08 6.67 -.22* 14.6 .32** 35.6 -.14 8.2 .22* 52.0 -.13 3.8 -.00 0.5
Selection focus -.15 9.4 .22* 45.1 .21* 16.7 -.09 3.4 .22* 15.1 -.09 7.1 .22** 17.6 .19* 22.6
Honesty-humility -.04 0.5 .00 0.5 .01 0.3 .12 4.8 .05 1.0 -.07 3.5 .00 0.3 -.04 0.9
Emotionality -.06 7.4 -.06 1.8 .03 0.8 -.12 7.2 .14 6.7 .06 5.8 .00 0.1 .11 11.4
Extraversion .22** 32.3 -.12 8.9 -.07 1.5 .11 11.4 .03 4.5 -.07 5.3 -.09 1.6 -.15 14.8
Agreeableness -.04 0.5 -.02 0.4 .21* 13.2 -.17 6.7 .08 4.7 .01 1.1 .10 4.5 .13 10.0
Conscientiousness .21** 20.6 .05 5.7 -.13 3.7 .12 8.0 -.13 4.5 .11 7.8 .11 8.6 -.02 0.4
Openness .16 21.0 .06 1.5 .01 1.1 .15 7.8 .23** 22.7 .05 1.0 .14 8.4 .10 4.3
F-value 2.53** 1.42 3.54** 2.79** 4.20** 1.08 4.26** 1.97*
R2 .19 .11 .24 .20 .28 .09 .28 .15
Note. N = 131 professional interviewers. Experience is in 100s of interviews conducted. Values in the left columns are standardized 
betas. Values in the right columns are Rescaled Relative Weights in percent of total variance explained (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). 
* p < .05, ** p < .01.
Table 2. 
Regressions Predicting Structure Components Use and Relative Weight Analysis 
relatively minor role on the whole, which is consistent with 
Tsai et al. (2016), who found personality to account for 13% 
of intentions to use structured interviews. Interestingly, age, 
gender, tenure, or experience were seldom associated with 
component adoption, except, to some extent, a tendency 
for more experienced interviewers to use less sophisticated 
questions, probe more, and take more notes. 
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Despite the contributions highlighted above, this study 
has a number of limitations and calls for further research. 
First, the reliability of some structure components (particu-
larly question sophistication) was somewhat low. Although 
our revised measures were somewhat more reliable than 
those in Chapman and Zweig (2005), this suggests that 
question sophistication may be better measured using more 
general items or that particular types of questions (e.g. be-
havioral/situational) should be assessed and reported sep-
arately. In addition, we encourage researchers to replicate 
our findings using longer (and more reliable) personality 
measures. Second, our data are cross-sectional and based 
on self-reports. This was necessary given the nature of the 
constructs measured (e.g., personality, interview practices) 
and derived from the opportunity to access a large number 
of professional interviewers at one point in time. Replica-
tions could use time-separated or more objective measures, 
although too much time separation may be problematic 
for examining interviewer factors at the time they conduct 
the interview. Third, although 59% of the interviews were 
conducted by two or more interviewers, we only obtained 
responses from one interviewer. Interviewers likely had dif-
ferent personality profiles and perhaps differed in terms of 
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their focus, which could have impacted the use of structure 
components. Future research could examine the combined 
effect of both interviewers’ personality on structure com-
ponent use. Fourth, our list of antecedents is certainly not 
exhaustive. Future research could, for instance, examine 
interviewers’ education background (e.g., I-O psychology 
vs. HR) or their level of familiarity with selection research. 
Research could also explore interviewers’ attitudes toward 
specific structure components and whether such attitudes 
are associated with their use. Similarly, we only asked in-
terviewers whether they received formal interview training 
or not, but did not examine the content of their training. 
The associations we demonstrated between training and 
specific structure elements gives some overall idea of the 
types of aspects that are contained in training. But it is pos-
sible that some interviewers were trained only on specific 
components and that they only use the component on which 
they were trained. Future research could examine how in-
terviewers are trained, on what components they are trained 
(for a rare exception, see Chapman & Zweig, 2005), and 
whether specific training is associated with specific compo-
nent use in practice. Finally, our findings are based on inter-
views with young and inexperienced, but highly educated, 
applicants for a paid internship position. Studies could 
examine if structure components are used differently when 
interviewing other populations (e.g., more experienced or 
less educated) or for other types of jobs (e.g., full-time po-
sitions).
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Appendix A
Full List of Interview Structure Items
Rapport building:
1.   I ask questions to get to know the candidate as a person
2.   I ask the candidate personal questions (about hobbies, etc.)
3.   I begin the interview with light conversation
4.   I try to start each interview by putting the interviewee at ease and building a strong rapport a 
5.   I spend time trying to connect with each applicant and understand who they are outside of the work context a
Question sophistication:
6.   I use hypothetical or situational questions
7.   I ask questions about how the candidate would go about performing a task
8.   I use behavioral questions designed to get the candidate to relate specific accomplishments to the requirements of 
      the job
9.   I keep my questions general rather than overly specific (R)
Question consistency:
10.   My questions are consistent across candidates
I1.   I ask questions in the same order to every candidate
12.   Questions are tailored to each candidate (R)
13.   I have a list of questions I ask every candidate
14.   I ask the same questions to each candidate
Probing:
15.   I ask many prompting/follow up questions when I want to get “more” from a candidate on a question a
16.   If a candidate doesn’t answer a question fully, I will ask them for more information a
Note taking:
17.   I take detailed notes during the interview to help me make my evaluation a
Panel:
18.   Today, interviews are conducted by… (one interviewer vs. two or more interviewers) a
Evaluation standardization:
19.   I use a formal rating system that I apply to each candidate
20.   I use anchored rating scales to evaluate the candidate’s response to each question
21.   I score the interview numerically in making an overall assessment
22.   Decisions about the candidate are made by combining scores statistically, rather than making a global impression  
        of their attractiveness
23.   Each answer is rated against an ideal response
Note. a Items added (i.e., not included in the final measure by Chapman & Zweig, 2005)
48
2019 • Issue 1 • 37-48Published By ScholarWorks@BGSU, 2019
Personnel Assessment And decisions Antecedents of structured interview comPonents use
Appendix B
Correlations Between Facet-Level Personality and Structure Components Use 
M SD Rapport building
Question 
sophistication
Question 
consistency Probing Note taking Panel
Evaluation 
standardization
Overall 
Structure
Honesty-humility 
sincerity
3.59 0.99 .05 .00 .09 .13 .05 .00 .04 .01
Honesty-humility 
fairness
4.74 0.62 .04 .13 .01 .21* -.04 -.05 -.08 -.08
Honesty-humility 
greed avoidance
3.75 1.04 .06 .04 .04 -.09 .10 .05 .02 .08
Honesty-humility 
modesty
4.24 0.82 .01 .07 -.13 .04 -.04 -.11 .01 -.10
Emotionality 
fearfulness
2.79 1.08  -.19* .01 .14 -.14 .15 .11 .01 .20*
Emotionality anxiety 3.19 1.05 -.08 -.13 .04 -.09 .12 .00 .02 .06
Emotionality 
dependence
2.05 0.59 -.11 -.04 -.04 -.06 -.07 .03 .06 .03
Emotionality 
sentimentality
2.72 1.15 -.12 .00 .08 -.07 .10 .11 .05 .16
Extraversion social 
self-esteem
4.63 0.52 .27** -.03 -.15 .15 -.11 -.14 -.12  -.26**
Extraversion social 
boldness
3.52 1.06 .14 -.10 -.03 .17* -.01 .00 .02 -.07
Extraversion 
sociability
4.12 0.63 .26** .01 -.05 .21* .19* -.12 -.04 -.11
Extraversion liveliness 4.45 0.62 .28** -.06 -.05 .14 .10 -.08 .05 -.10
Agreeableness 
forgiveness
3.44 0.85 .19* -.11 -.12 -.03 -.04 .00 -.06 -.10
Agreeableness 
gentleness
3.10 0.84 -.04 -.01 .06 -.11 -.06 -.01 .08 .03
Agreeableness 
flexibility
2.88 0.74 -.05 .17 .08 -.07 .02 -.07 .02 .03
Agreeableness 
patience
3.32 0.93 .10 .03 .18* .09 .10 .08 .09 .11
Conscientiousness 
organization
3.89 0.80 .02 -.01 .08 -.04 .10 .15 .15 .18*
Conscientiousness 
diligence
3.62 0.84 .22* -.01 -.01 .04 -.09 .02 .14 -.02
Conscientiousness 
perfectionism
3.76 0.72 .22* .22* -.07 .22* -.11 .07 .09 -.02
Conscientiousness 
prudence
3.78 0.76 -.06 .05 -.04 .10 -.04 -.06 .16 -.01
Openness aesthetic 
appreciation
2.84 1.02 .28** -.03 .08 -.02 .08 .06 .19* .08
Openness 
inquisitiveness
3.84 0.95 .08 .17 .08 .15 .34** -.04 .12 .11
Openness creativity 3.80 0.78 .12 .05 -.01 .02 .12 -.12 .04 -.04
Openness 
unconventionality
3.33 0.75 .18* .03 .02 .15 .15 .09 .06 .07
